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1 TheQuestion

Supposing that truths require truthmakers, that true @itipas are those which correspond to
facts, is there a distinctive domain of facts that make theerelational truths? Or is it rather
that, if we had collected the facts required to make true therdruths, the non-relational ones,
that we would then have enough facts to make all truths true?

If the former is the case, let us say that anti-reductioniboua relational facts is true; if
the latter, that reductionism about relational facts ig truet us say that a fact is relational if it
makes true some relational proposition (a proposition élsaerts that a relation holds between
some objecty, that it is irreducibly relational if, in addition, it doa®t make true any non-
relational propositions, and that it is monadic if it is noeducibly relational (if it makes true
some proposition that does not assert that a relation heliggen some objects).

Anti-reductionism (as we will say for short) holds that there irreducibly relational facts
— reductionism (as we will say for short) that while there ni&yrelational facts, there are no
irreducibly relational ones.

This is a very fine definition, but is it an interesting issue® Yfor three reasons:

1. Reasons internal to truthmaker theorly.you are one of those metaphysicians who be-
lieves the antecedent of the first sentence of this papertriths require truthmakers,
you will naturally be interested in what manner of things yoa thereby committed to.
Different truthmaker theorists offer different ontologief facts. These ontologies deal
with relational facts in different ways, so independenuangnts for one or other view of
relational facts give us some grip on which truthmaker auylis likely to be the right
one. In particular, irreducibly relational facts could serominalistically unrespectable.
(Campbell 1990, pp. 97-99)

l“Some objects”, here, is the logicians’ plural: a propasitcan be relational if it asserts that a relation holds
between some object and itself.



2. Reasons of general ontolog¥f you are not a truthmaker theorist, perhaps you are not
because you did not think that your favoured ontology cowcbaenmodate irreducibly
relational facts. If there are independent arguments fitwaetonism, though, you need not
worry. On the other hand, if there are independent argunfentanti-reductionism, you
are thereby furnished with an argument against truthméieznry.

3. Reasons of historical interesOne of the founding moments of analytic philosophy was
the throwing off of Hegelian idealism by Bertrand Russeltl @.E. Moore around the
beginning of the 20th Century. In Russell’s case, insofdreakimself reports it, this was
due to his realisation of the truth of anti-reductionism @th@lations. According to the
early Russell, most of the evils of British idealism were tlwen uncritical acceptance of
reductionism. (Russell 1910, pp. 162-169) But perhapsstRussell who was uncritical?

Before we move onto the arguments for and against redustigrill fill in some necessary
background.

A fact, as I'll be using that term, is whatever it is that makes a psion true. | don't take
the use of “fact” to imply that facts constitute sosw@ generiontological category. Facts could
be identified with tropes (Fox 1987) (Mulligan et al. 1984)wath ‘states of affairs’ (Armstrong
1997) — complex entities constructed out of particulars praperties. It's the job of a truth-
maker theory to offer and make plausible these kinds of ogtoal accounts of facts. Nor should
facts, in this sense, be regarded as true propositions,fidgss some extreme linguistic ideal-
ism is true, synthetic propositions don’'t make themseluas.t“Fact” and “making true” here
are technical terms of speculative metaphysics, and argritded as analyses of our ordinary
language use of “fact”.

For purposes of clarity, | will sometimes speak of a fact ia&eg a property or relation to
an object or objects. This should be understood as shortfuaradfact that makes true some
proposition which ascribes that property to that objectlgeats. In this paper | will be com-
pletely neutral on the ontological nature of facts (on wketfor example, they have properties
and objects as constituents).

It's because | want to be neutral between the various truklemantologies that I've defined
“relational” and “irreducibly relational” in terms of thea@positions that a given fact makes true.
It would be tempting to define them in terms of the underlyitigcture of the fact — but since
the issue is partly what requirements there are on a thedhaoétructure, it would be question-
begging to presuppose such a structure in defining “relaki@act”.

Also note that it is possible for a single proposition to bedm&rue by multiple facts. This
will regularly be the case for any proposition made true bysthning smaller than the whole
universe, owing to a plausible monotonicity principle — Xfmakes p true and X is included
in'Y, then Y makes p true.” (Simons 1992, p. 165) Since evéngtis included in the universe,
the universe makes every proposition true. Only some of dlts f(hopefully, only one, and
hopefully not the universe) that make a proposition trud|, lvé such that they have no proper
parts that make the proposition true. Facts of this kind alled “minimal truthmakers” (Langtry



1975, p. 9) (Mulligan et al. 1984, p. 297-298) Where | spedkiuéd fact thatp” the single fact
| am referring to is the minimal truthmaker pf

Making trueis a slightly more contentious concept to pin down. | haveiadgelsewhere
(Parsons 1999, pp. 326-327) théimakesp true iff X is intrinsically such thap; to put this
another way, a duplicate of cannot exist withoup being true; yet a third way cannot become
false without a non-Cambridge changexin

Many truthmaker theorists hold, however, that every &sgentiallymakes true all and only
those truths that it makes true — a doctrine | call truthmadssentialism. This leads them to
define making true thus makesp true iff X is essentially such that; to put this another way,
a counterpart oX cannot exist withoup being true; yet a third wayp cannot become false
without the destruction oX.?

It would go beyond the scope of this paper to discuss thistddbeher. 1 will continue to
use the term “making true” by the lights of my own definition -t b will flag those points at
which a truthmaker essentialist must diverge.

2 TheViews

The anti-reductionists about relations include, influghtj Russell (1900, s. 10) (1937, s. 212—
216) (1910) (1959, pp. 54-61) and in more recent times, RedtlGrossman (1983, ch. 3) and
David Armstrong. (1997, pp. 4, 90-91, 120-122)

An anti-reductionist need not believe thateryrelational proposition is made true by an
irreducibly relational fact. On the contrary, some relatiGceem to be systematically reducible
— that s, propositions that express them are always madéirsome monadic fact. These are
the so-called “internal” relations, of which resemblaraed the various kinds of resemblance-
in-a-respect are the paradigms: if my banana bears the salmér relation to your lemon, it
is in virtue of the fact that my banana is yellow and your len®gellow. This latter fact is
monadic: it makes true the non-relational proposition thgtbanana is yellow and your lemon
is yellow.

Another common example of internal relations are compaatelations: the proposition
that Plato was taller than Socrates can be made true by the featnthat makes true the non-
relational proposition that Plato had whatever height heally had, and Socrates had whatever
height he actually had.

To use what Keith Campbell calls “the intuitive picture ofidie creation: if God makes an
island A with so much rock, soil, etc. as to amount to 20 hestaand subsequently, an island

2An intermediate definition is suggested in unpublished viyrPavid Lewis. On Lewis’s account of truthmak-
ing, when we refer to something as a fact, we suggest diffe@mterpart relations to those that we suggest when
we refer to something in some other way. The former relatgatisfy truthmaker essentialism, while the latter do
not. In this way, Lewis is able to endorse truthmaker esabsith and hold that, eg. “This rose is red” is made true
by the rose, without being drawn into the view that roses asemtially red.
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B of 15 hectares extent, there n®thing moreneeding to be done to make A larger than B.”
(Campbell 1990, p. 103) In bringing about the purely mondalits about the amounts of rock
and soil, God has thereby brought it about that A is largen BBaThere is no further fact that

God must bring about.

Intuitively though, not all relations are like this: some dexternal”. Here the classic exam-
ples are the spatio-temporal relations. You could knowtaImonadic facts about Sydney and
all the monadic facts about Canberra, it seems, (and thusitimadic conjunctive facts about
Canberra and Sydney) without knowing that Canberra is sofulydney. God could create each
city, filling each with the requisite number of persons, safc. until every monadic fact con-
cerning Sydney and Canberra was made true, but he woulahstithave brought it about that
Canberra is south of Sydney.

It is these relations that the anti-reductionists hold tertzele true only by irreducibly rela-
tional facts. Since their arguments are essentially reaet they are objections to any attempt
to show that a proposition ascribing an external relationlmamade true by a monadic fact —
we will first have to describe the reductionist attempts ttuce the relational facts that ascribe
external relations.

The most traditional such attempt tried to assimilate therexal relations to the internal ones,
comparison and resemblance. Famously, this was the stratégibniz. (Mates 1986, pp. 209—
218) More recently, it has been revived by Keith CampbelR9(Q, pp. 126—-130) Campbell’s
approach requires that space-time is both “real” and “alteglwhich unfortunately leaves his
view open to empirical refutation (as Campbell himself p@iout).

Even if the problems with the Campbell view can be resolMeekd is something unsatisfying
about it. Even if, as a matter of fact, physics is as our metsiphl theory would like it to be,
there remains the perfectly good metaphysical questionhait\the world would be like if this
was not the case. The distinction between external andnaiteelations runs so deep that it
seems a cheap trick to simply deny that there are any extalatibns. If we could be convinced
of this, we would still like to know what it would be for there be an external relation, and
Campbell has no answer.

In any case, there is another way to be a reductionist abtaitams that allows the recon-
struction of a distinction between internal and externitiens. This is the “monistic theory of
relations” that Russell (1937, s. 212) ascribes to F.H. BsatiOn this view the fact that makes
propositions ascribing external relations true is a moné#att ascribing some property to the
whole composed of the relata.

3Actually, Russell’s Bradley is a considerable simplificatof the original. Bradley himself seems to hold both
the “monistic” view now under consideration and the Leiliizview previously described. He goes to some length
to distinguish them, and to endorse both, in the Appendigpearance and Realityare terms altered necessarily
by the relations into which they enter? ... by this | do not maaask if there can be relations outside of and
independent of some whole, for that question | regard as emrsinn the negative. | am asking whether, within the
whole, and subject to that, terms can enter into furthetiozia and not be affected by them.... And this question
| am compelled to answer negatively.” (1897, p. 514) For ndiseussion of Bradley’s views on this issue, see
Sprigge (1979). For the purposes of this paper | am intedestie position Russell ascribes to Bradley, rather than
whatever views Bradley may actually have held.



This account has the advantage of some intuitive appealn @oel has created only Sydney
and Canberra, he has not yet brought about the fact that @anbesouth of Sydney — but he
must have brought about that fact by the time he has finishédhg&ustralia, for he has not
finished making Australia until he brings about the fact tAastralia is such that Canberra is
south of Sydney.

We can also now afford a distinction between internal andre relations. Some relations
are such that relational propositions asserting them aerntrae by monadic facts ascribing
properties to the relata in the relational proposition. Sehare the internal relations: resemblance,
comparative height, etc. Other relations art like this — rather propositions asserting them
are made true only by facts ascribing properties to the whabtbe relata. Following Timothy
Sprigge (1979, p. 164), let us call these “holistic relagionf the reductionist is right, all the
external relations — spatio-temporal relations, causagerhaps, and whatever other external
relations we may discover — are holistic. The task facingathiereductionist about relations is
to show that they cannot be.

3 Argumentsfor Anti-reductionism

What are the wholes that the theory of holistic relationsnefo? Are they mereological? If so,
what mereological principles are assumed?

| see no reason not to say that the “whole” of some objectseagrthreological fusion of
those objects — that object which, to put it sloppily, has fhese objects as partsOn classical
mereological theori@sany arbitrary non-empty collection of objects has such @fusBut this
is not uncontentious — many metaphysicians reject this gfactassical mereology. (Simons
1987, pp. 108-112) Can advocates of such restricted mejieslaccept the account of relations
being offered here?

Yes: recall our earlier discussion of the “monotonicity mfthmaking”. If the fusion of two
things will do as a truthmaker for a relational propositismtoo will anything that has that object
as a part. In the framework of classical mereology we cantssyahywhole which has the relata
of a relational proposition as parts can make that promsttue. If you remove some of those
wholes from your mereological ontology, the others car dolthe work. Where a believer
in “restricted composition” may have to differ from me is irhat she takes to be the minimal
truthmakers for propositions that ascribe an externaticgla

At this point we can state the classic argument for anti-cédaoism and against holistic
relations as it is used by Russell, Grossman and Armstronderiial relations can be non-
symmetrical, or even asymmetrical. “is south of” is a caspamt: it is true that Canberra is

4This is sloppy because parthood is transitive, so that thiefuof A andB must have not onlyA andB as parts,
but also the parts ok andB, and any other fusions of those parts. A less sloppy definiicfusion says that two
things overlap iff they have a common part, and that the fusioA andB is that thing that overlaps all and only
those things that overlapor B.

SFor full expositions of ‘classical’ mereology, see Goodni#®51, pp. 42-51), Simons (1987, pp. 37-41).
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south of Sydney, and false that Sydney is south of Canberta.tr® fusion of Canberra and
Sydney is symmetrical with regard to the two cities — thedasaf Canberra and Sydng@yst is
the fusion of Sydney and Canberra. It seems that the hoéistiount has left something out: it
leaves out the “direction” or “sense” of a relational fact.

As Russell put it:

In order to distinguish a wholéab) from a whole(ba), as we must do if we are to
explain asymmetry, we shall be forced back from the wholéneoparts and their
relation. For(ab) and (ba) consist of precisely the same parts, and differ in no
respect whatever save the sense of the relation betavaedb. (1937, s. 215)

This argument is mistaken, as can be seen once we apply i twetimition of making true
given above. Consider all the parts of Australia put togethasuch a way that Canberra is to
the south of Sydney, and then all the same things put togetterch a way that Sydney is to
the south of Canberra. These are certainly two possible wiystting together those parts. As
Russell says, the whole that one gets by putting them togeshe either case, the same thing,
Australia.

But it's wrong to say that the two ways of putting Australigéther do not differ! They do
differ — one is the way that Australia actually put together, and the other is not. The way
that Australia actually is is a property of Australia, andrihis a proposition that ascribes this
property to Australia. Were Canberra not to the south of 8ydthis proposition would not be
true; and the fact that makes it true would have to be intadbi different. This fact, by the
definition of making true given above, would then make it tiilugt Canberra is to the south of
Sydney.

It might be objected that the two ways of putting the parts o$t#halia together cannot really
produce the same object, Australia. This is because the fays wroduce qualitatively different
things, while one and the same thing cannot be qualitatilifigrent from itself. If this is right,
of course, Russell's argument doesn’t work, because weawearced to distinguish different
wholes of the same parts. But | don’t think it is right. Ausiaacannot be put together in two
different ways at the same time, in the same possible worlde Kind of identity that holds
between the two Australias, one with Sydney to the south,vatte Canberra, is identity over
time or between possible worlds. Everyone who believes angk or contingency needs to
make some sense of the same thing being qualitatively diffeat other times or other worlds.
The reader is invited to plug in her favourite account of ¢hemtters.

Another problem points to a different way that Australia Icobe put together, in which
Sydney is placed to the south of Canbeand, in addition Sydney is given all of Canberra’s
properties, and vice versa. All Australians would call SggifiCanberra” and Canberra “Syd-
ney”. If Australia were put together like this, would it be¢rthat Canberra was south of Sydney?
If not, there is trouble in identifying the fact that Canlzeis south of Sydney with a fact about an

50n identity over time and across worlds, see Lewis (19864%h.
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intrinsic property of Australia — for put together this waystralia would be intrinsically just
the way it actually is, but yet, the relationship betweenlégara and Sydney would be different.

There is a problem for truthmaker theory here, but it is ngtmoblem to do with relations
— it is, rather, the problem posed by haecceitism. Haesteitiold that which actual individual
a given possible individual represents does not supervaneang qualitative (even extrinsic)
properties of that possible individual. So, for exampleytiban hold that it would be possible
for Canberra and Sydnéyo swap all their properties but retain their ‘identitiesi, the way
described above.

Some philosophers have been tempted to reject haeccedraeeisons of difficulty in fitting
it into a systematic metaphysics of modality. (Lewis 1986, p20—-248) If we take that route,
this is no problem for us. We can simply deny that it makeseémswap all of the properties of
Canberra and Sydney without thereby swapping Canberra kg themselves.

Suppose, on the other hand, we don’t do that, but insteadasmltvaecceitism. In that case,
we need an account of truthmakers that reflects our viewseofiety the world might be different.
Consider the fact that Canberra is small. If we accept h#gsioe we think that it is possible
that Canberra should have all its properties swapped witm&y It would no longer be true
that Canberra is small. It appears, however, that the woolaldvbeintrinsically just the way it
actually is. The world, it will seem, does not make it truetttheat Canberra is small, because
the world might be just as it is and Canberra not be small. 8szaf the monotonicity of
truthmaking, it follows that the world does not include alimaker for “Canberra is small”. To
fully resolve these kinds of problems would take us beyoedsttope of this pap&r— the point
to note is that the problem is nothing to do with relationg,rather to do with the possibility of
haecceitistic differences between duplicates.

The foregoing arguments assume my definition of making that the truth of a proposition
is intrinsic to the fact which makes it true. Does it still wawn the “truthmaker essentialist”
definition, that the truth of a proposition is essential te thct which makes it true? Yes: we
just need it to be the case that the fact that Australia is shehCanberra is south of Sydney is
distinct from Australia itself. Australia could exist evéiCanberra was not south of Sydney, so
it's not a plausible candidate for this fact, on the assuamptif truthmaker essentialism. This is
generally the case with truthmaker essentialism — it makeard to identify facts with concrete
particulars.

If we abandon the nominalistic project of identifying faaih things, there is no problem in
affirming truthmaker essentialism. Suppose, for exampéchave an Armstrong-style ontology
of states of affairs, having objects and properties as ttaests. One state of affairs we might
have is the states of affairs that brings together Austraiih the property of being such that

"For a defense of this kind of property swapping, see Chisl{t@67).

80ne way to deal with the problem posed for truthmaker thegrivéecceitism is to extend the concept of
“duplication” that was used in the definition of truthmakije should say that makesp true iff a superduplicate
of X cannot exist withoup being true; where a superduplicateofs a duplicate oK that is also not haeceitistically
different toX (for example, by being Canberra rather than Sydney, or binga@anberra rather than Sydney as its
largest city).



Canberra is south of Sydney. If we want to hang onto truthmegsentialism, we can hold that
this state of affairs cannot co-exist, even as some othter gtaffairs, with an Australia in which
Canberra is not to the south of Sydney.

4  Argumentsfor Reductionism

What an anti-reductionist wants to say is that the irredyaiblational facts are constituted in
a different way to the monadic ones. For example, in Armgjroime relational states of affairs
bring together two or more objects with one property (a r@hgt where, if the relation is non-

symmetric, the objects fit into different “relation places’the state of affairs. (1997, pp. 121—
122) Compare this with the reductionist account in termstafes of affairs that | described
above: there a relational state of affairs would bring tbget property with just one object,
the whole composed of the two objects which are directly ttuted into the state of affairs in

Armstrong’s actual anti-reductionist account.

It seems to me that an anti-reductionist account of relatifacts like Armstrong’s cannot
really be fully described without falling back into a vensiof reductionism. The reason is that
the vocabulary of the anti-reductionist metaphysics fitgales us non-relational propositions
that describe the structure of the supposedly irreducddégional facts. For example, Armstrong
writes of “theinternal difference of organisation that exists betweénloving b, andb’s loving
a’ (1997, p. 121)

If there is such an internal difference of organisation, &e mtroduce non-relational prop-
erties that apply to states of affairs in virtue of their i@ organisation — in the same way that
| introduced non-relational properties that apply to Aakérin virtue of its internal organisation.
Suppose there is such a thing as the state of affairs of Ga'¥being south of Sydney, and that
itis organised in the way in which Armstrong holds that itreithle states of affairs are, complete
with “relation places” and “internal differences of orgsaiion”. For convenient reference, let’s
call this state of affairs “Kim”, and its internal organisat “kimity”. There’s a perfectly good
proposition that Kim has kimity, which, in fact, Armstronguld assert, were we to ask him to
explain his metaphysics of irreducibly relational facts.

Moreover, it is Kim that makes this proposition true. For Kyms an intrinsic (and, if you
believe truthmaker essentialism, essential) feature of. kg0, in fact, Kim is not an irreducibly
relational fact, as it makes true the non-relational praposthat Kim has kimity. If truthmaker
essentialism is affirmed, there is an even more powerfulraemi here. In that case, Kim could
not exist without having kimity. So Kim is simply the fact thém exists, which is very clearly
a monadic fact.

There is nothing special about the Armstrongian framewbék t have assumed here. Any
anti-reductionist will sooner or later have to tell us whag $elieves about the internal organisa-
tion of irreducibly relational facts — and then an analogargiment will become available.

Perhaps | have made things too difficult for anti-reducsamin defining an irreducibly rela-



tional fact as one which makes no non-relational propasitioue. In the light of the argument
above, the anti-reductionist might reasonably be allowe@V¥ise this definition.

Recall from the first section that it would be question-baggdio appeal to a difference in
ontological structure between irreducibly relational andnadic facts (for example, by saying
that a irreducibly relational fact is one that involves a {place universal, or contains more than
one particular). The existence of irreducibly relatioradts is supposed to be give us a reason
for believing in those differences of structure.

We might accept the following amendment though: perhapsesmepositions are truer pic-
tures of the facts that make them true than others. “I do thigdur sake” and “The taxi stopped
with a lurch”, for example, might be less ontologically gacsious pictures of the facts that
make them true than paraphrases of those propositionslthah&te the seeming ontological
commitment to sakes and lurches. Similarly, “Australiaigamised the way it is” might be a
less ontologically perspicuous way of describing Ausar#éiian “Canberra is south of Sydney”,
because it does not mention the south-of relation betweme sbAustralia’s parts. Let’s say that
an irreducibly relational fact is one that does not make &g fully ontologically perspicuous
non-relational proposition.

This seems reasonable, but it does not affect my argumeonadtksee any way that “Kim has
kimity” falls short of full ontological perspicuity (once is explained what Kim and kimity are).
The non-relational propositions to which | am appealingthoese of the metaphysics believed
by the anti-reductionists themselves — what could be motelogically perspicuous (by their
lights) than that?

5 Conclusion

It is embarrassing to be in the position of presenting one/s giew as a truism, but there it
is: | cannot see how anti-reductionism about relationatsfaan be made coherent. Perhaps the
appeal of anti-reductionism can be explained sociololyieal with enemies like F.H. Bradley
you don’t need friends — but it seems hard to find metaphysaealt in it.

This result will of course be of intrinsic interest to thetlrmaker theorists, who still mostly,
like Armstrong, hang on to anti-reductionism, or like Caralbfpart with it only with difficulty.

Finally, some light has been shed on the origins of anahitopophy. Russell’s argument
against Bradley was mistaken. This tends to undercut thespietad view that Russell’s rejec-
tion of Bradley’s views about relations was the decisivakrhat issued in analytic philosophy
as we know it. Rather, if we apply my argument against amtisegionism to Russell himself, we
see that it is hard to distinguish the most coherent formhisatheory of relational facts could
take from the theory he ascribes to Bradley.

9A fully worked out Russellian account of relational factsukebpresumably be similar to Armstrong’s — at any
rate, Armstrong takes his cue from Russell. (1997, pp. 399D—



It is no coincidence, | think, that it is an argument of Brathe— the regress of relations
— that is best used to motivate an ontology of facts, as agaisgbstance-attribute metaphysic.
(Fox 1987, pp. 195-198) (Olson 1987, pp. 51-52) Analytic metaphysics has a lot tmléam
its roots in Hegelian idealism.

University of St. Andrews
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